
BEFORE

THE PUBLIC SERVICE CONHISSION OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 92-305-C — ORDER NO. 92-743 ~
SEPTE~BER 1, 1992

IN RE: Ruthel Grant,

vs.

Complai, nant,
ORDER DISNISSING
CONPLAINT AND
CLOSING DOCKET

Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company,

Respondent.

Thi. s matter comes before the Public Service Commission of

South Carol. ina (the Commission) by way of a complaint f.iled by

Ruthel Grant (the Complainant) on Narch 17, 1992, regarding a

telephone service billing dispute with Southern Bell Telephone and

Telegraph Company (the Respondent). The matter was scheduled for

hearing before the Commission. Thereafter, the Complainant. and

the Respondent were notified by the Executive Director that

pre-filed testimony was to be filed and a schedule was set forth

by the Executive Director. The Complainant was to file her

pre-filed test. imony and exhibits by July 28, 1992.

The Respondent subsequently filed its answer to the compl. aint

with the Commission. However, the Commission has had no further

contact from the Complainant. The Complainant has not pre-filed
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testimony with the Commission as requir, ed by the Executive

Director, nor has the Complainant responded to a letter dated

August 5, 1992, from the Chief of the Telecommunications

Department requesting that she contact the Commissi. on concer'ning

this matter.

This information was reported to the Commission and the

Commission has determined that since the Complainant has not

contacted the Commission Staff to advise the Commission of the

status of this complaint, and since the Complainant has not

pre-filed testimony as requir, ed in this matter, that the

above-referenced complaint should be dismissed and the instant

Docket closed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

BY ORDER OF THE CONNISSION:

ATTEST:

Executive Director

(SEAI, )
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